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Committee of Domestic Steel Wire Rope &
Specialty Cable Manufacturers--
Reconsideration

MATTER OF:

DIGEST:

Prior decision that a trade association is

not an interested party under GAO Bid Pro-

test Procedures where no member of the trade
association has a direct or substantial interest
with regard to procurement is affirmed.

The Committee of Domestic Steel Wire Rope & Speci-
alty Cable Manufacturers requests that we reconsider
our decision in the matter of Committee of Domestic Steel
Wire Rope & Specialty Cable Manufacturers, B-208801, Sep-
tember 15, 1982, 82-2 CPD 231. In that decision, we
dismissed a protest filed by the Committee on the basis
that the Committee was not an interested party under our
Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. § 21.1(a)(1982). We
affirm our previous decision.

The Committee's protest concerned the Department
of the Army's award of a contract to ALBECO Fastener
Co. under invition for bids No. DACW33-82-B-0033, a
small business set-aside for steel wire rope. The Com-
mittee arqued that ALBECO made an incorrect representa-
tion in its bid concerning its status as a small business
because the goods ALBECO offered allegedly were not
nmanufactured domestically, as required by the solicita-
tion.

We determined that the Committee was not an
interested party because no member of the Committee
had the requisite direct and financial interest to
maintain a protest. This determination was based on
advice from the Department of the Army that neither
the second nor third low bidders is a member of the
Committee,

JA3940



B-208801.2 | 2

The Committee arqgues that our decision was erro-
neous because, in its view, Paulsen Wire Rope Corp., a
member of the Committee and the sixth low bidder, had a
sufficient interest in the procurement to maintain a
protest, The Committee contends that remarks (e.g..,
"Republic of Korea") entered by the contracting officer
in the abstract of bids concerning the second, fourth and
fifth low bidder indicate, in the Committee's opinion,
that these bidders would not be eligible for award.

Since Paulsen is the sixth low bidder, even assum-
ing that the first, second, fourth and fifth bidders
should be rejected, there is another bidder (the third
low bidder) to which award could be made. Thus, Paulsen
would not be in line for award if the Committee's pro-
test is upheld. Paulsen therefore does not have the
requisite direct and substantial interest with regard to
the procurement. See International Business Investments,
B-202164.2, June 8, 1981, 81~1 CPD 459, It follows that
the Committee cannot derivatively claim the requisite
interest to maintain a protest through Paulsen.

The Committee alternatively argues that it has
an "interest" in the procurement separate from that
of any specific member that may have submitted a bid.
The Committee contends that the improper award is not
an isolated incident, but rather is one of many for
steel wire rope contracts on the basis of inaccurate
representations regarding the place of manufacture. The
Committee also submits that it has a direct and substan-
tial interest in ensuring that Government agencies
adhere to their own procurement regulations and law.

We reject these contentions. Our recognition of
trade associations as interested parties has been based
on the interest its constituent members may have in the
procurement. See Association of Soil and Foundation
Engineers, B-199548, September 15, 1980, 80-2 CPD 196.
To confer interested party status on trade associa-
tions where no individual member is an interested party
would in effect enable firms which are not themselves
interested parties to circumvent our regulations by
bringing protests through the association rather than in
their own behalf. Moreover, an interest in the enforce-
ment of a statute or regulation is insufficient in
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itself to confer interested party status. Marine
Engineers Beneficial Association; Seafarers Interna-
tional Union--Request for Reconsideration, B-195550.2,
March 23, 1981, 8I1-1 CpD 2I%.

Last, we point out that even if we recognized the
Committee as an interested party we would not consider
the protest on its merits. A challenge to a firm's
eligibility for the award of a small business set-
aside on the grounds that the firm is allegedly
furnishing foreign products or items with foreign com-
ponents must be resolved by the Small Business Admin-
istration rather than by our Office., Michigan
Instruments Corporation, B-202781, April 20, 1981,
81-1 CPD 302.

We conclude that the Committee has not advanced
additional facts or legal arguments which show that

our earlier decision was erroneous. Accordingly, we
affirm our prior decision. See 4 C.F,R. § 21.9(a).
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